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Abstract 



In characterizing college and university 
envirenments, there have teen 4 general approaches to 
measurement: "environmental press," individual 
characterization, demographic characteristics, and 
individual behavior. Despite different means of 
measurement, there are some general similarities in the 
results that indicate that college environments may be 
characterized by their degree of intellectualism, humanism 
and estheticism, vccationalism or pragmatism, and sense of 
community. Analyses of studies suggest certain tentative 
conclusions. First, certain types of 
institutions — denominational, junior colleges, state 
universities, etc. — fend to have quite similar profiles. 
Secondly, many pieces of the college environment fit 
together in ways that do net correspond to common 
organizational categories. For instance, the degree of 
success of independent study programs may depend upon the 
amount cf responsibility that students are given in 
non-academic areas. Further studies of college environments 
need tc explore additional dimensions and directions. There 
are different contents cf inquiry and methods cf approach 
for such studies. This type of inquiry may be labelled the 
study of "climates" — namely, the particular combination of 
causes associated with a specific result. (DS) 
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The Measurement 
of College Environments 

Although many psychologists have long been engaged in the 
study of individual differences, it is only recently that a few 
psychologists have turned their attention to the study cf insti- 
tutional differences. Perhaps this is because institutions have 
been regarded as in the domain of sociology; but in so far as 
human behavior exists in and is influenced by social contexts, 
the stud}- of such contexts interacts naturally with the study 
of behavior. In the psychologist’s vocabulary, institutions or 
organizations can be seen as complex "stimuli.” In the educa- 
tional researcher’s vocabulary, institutions can be seen as com- 
plex “treatments.” In either case, whether as stimuli or as 
treatments, there is an assumed relationship between stimulus 
and response, or between treatment and outcome or attain- 
ment. 

Colleges and universities are the type of institutions with 
which the present chapter is concerned. In studying them, 
researchers have moie commonly used the word “environ- 
ment” than the word “organization” in describing the focus 
of their research. Perhaps this reflects a view that colleges 
ate a special class of organizations, differing both in purpose 
and in structure from military, entrepreneurial, bureaucratic, 
and other organizations; and a consequent desire to avoid 
associations which many people might make with the word 
organization —such as authority, supervision, span of control, 
efficiency, productivity. Whatever the reasons may be, most 
of the research described in this chapter has not been guided 
by any specific or dominant interest in these aspects of organi- 
zational structure or purpose. This is not to say that such an 
interest would be inappropriate; it is merely to say that so far 
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it has not been prominent Up to now, the research interest 
in the college environment has been directed primarily to 
exploring new ways of viewing and measuring the atmos- 
phere, the style of life, cr the general institutional context, 
within which student learning, growth, and development 
take place. In this rather global type of inquiry, organiza- 
tional structure, policies, procedures, etc., are aspects of the 
total t. ’ironment. 

The perspective from which the college environment has 
been viewed, the measures used in viewing it, and the con- 
clusions reached about it can be seen as related to the ques- 
tions that have been asked. What image do people have of 
the environment? Who lives in the environment? What 
demographic features does the environment possess? How do 
people behave in the environment? * 

Methods and Measures 

The first systematic and objective measuring instrument 
for characterizing college environments, the College Char- 
acteristics Index, CCI (Pace and Stem, 1958) was stimulated 
by Henry Murray’s need-press theory and by a practical in- 
terest in expanding the information which might usefully 
be considered in college admissions studies. 

When students enroll in college they are presumably en- 
tering a new environment — presenting an assortment of ex- 
pectations and activities, pressures and rewards, facilities and 
people, to which they must make adaptive responses. These 
characteristic demands and features as perceived by the stu- 
dents arc called the environmental press. In Murray’s theory, 

* The following two sections of this paper, headed "Methods and Meas- 
ures,” and "Major DimensioiiS of Environment,” are taken from an article, 
"College Environments,” which I wrote in September 1966 for inclusion in 
the Fourth Edition of the Encyclopedia of Educational Research, being edited 
by Robert Ebel and Victor Noll. Since the Encyclopedia will not be ready 
for publication until 1969, the editors have given me permission to reproduce 
these portions of the article at this time. 
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a% r “id P ^o^ntTfth“ r ntePartS t0 **** 

concept of environmental press determined the type of items 
composed for the CCI, items which eould be Lrd^ 
ew-ironmental counterparts to a set of 30 personalty nlds 
eluded m the Stem Activities Index, or AI. For eLmple 
a peisonahty need for “order" would presumably find re- 
ard in an orderly environment in which, let us say, students 

the oST* SC T m CbsS and had re S“ Iar lcsts - a nd in which 
the objectives of courses were clear and specific. Or a ner- 

an^saHsfarH f ° r ." affiliaho ”" "™1d Presumably find sup^t 
ei fo™ e d° n ’V" enVir0nment "here friendships were 
I* ™ d ’P rof<ssors were interested in students’ prob- 

A£2h Tb^ ° f bel ° nging and *"** ] °yalty was 
ewoent Although there was no explicit guide line for oV 

terminmg the content of items, an effort was made to in- 
v t 3 of events, conditions, and prarti^ 

which might be found on different college campusT^ 

et^toT ^ mea ™ ng and *■¥-*«* for and 

l bate S>' foUowed by Stern (1960) in analyzing and 
nterprehng the results obtained from the CCI hafbeen to 
use the responses of individuals as the unit of analysis- that 
is, responses of students from different schools are put into 
a common matnx and are undifferentiated as to which schod 
any given student’s reply refeis. This produces a set of fectms 
which characterize students’ perceptions of environments in 

S fSta'Tg^ ,abek given 10 these Actors in a recent 
report (Stem 1965) are: vocabonal climate, intellectual cli 

Eassr 1 *** -v— 

teZ3d COn, n n r tl0n 1 . 0f " eed and P ress > represented by the in- 
, t ded Parallelism between AI and CCI, has not teen em- 
pirically demonstrated as fully . s had been hoped. Except 
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for one large joint factor which concerns intellectual needs 
and the intellectuality of environments, each instrument pro- 
duces its own unique set of factors (Saunders, 1962). In a 
further illustration of this (Stem, 1962), need-press scales 
classified under three major groupings — intellectual orien- 
tation, social relationships, and emotional expression — indi- 
cated that in the first group one-third of the scales were not 
parallel, and in the other two groups two-thirds of the scales 
were not parallel. 

In Pace’s strategy (1960) for analyzing the CCI, which 
uses the institutional mean scores rather than the scores of 
individuals as the unit or analysis, and in the development 
of other instruments for describing the college environment 
using the collective perceptions of students as the basis for 
measurement, the need-press model has not been followed. 
Foi example, in the College Characteristic Analysis (Pace, 
1964) items were written and selected to fit a specifically 
developed outline of educational content. There were three 
major categories: first, administrative sources of press, re- 
ferring to rules and regulations, general features, and facili- 
ties; second, academic or faculty sources of press, referring 
to characteristics of faculty members, courses and curricula, 
and instructional practices and demands; and third, student 
sources of press, referring to student characteristics, informal 
activities and interests, and extracurricular progams. 

Another instrument. College & University Environment 
Scales, or CUES (Pace, 1963) is now being widely used. In 
its present form it consists of half of the CCI items, selected 
to measure most sharply the major dimensions along which 
a normative group of 50 college environments differed. The 
scoring and interpretation of CUES follow the rationale of 
public opinion polling. If students agree, by a consensus of 
two to one or greater, that a statement is true about their 
college, then that statement is scored or counted as char- 
acteristic of the college. The institutional score is determined 
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by the number of statements that are characteristic of its 
environment. The scales are labeled Scholarship, Awareness, 
Community, Propriety, and Practicality. 

Other examples of the image or collective perceDtion ap- 
proach to describing environments are the college press scales 
devdoped by Thistlctlnvaite (1959). These scales are di- 
Mdcd *nto two groups — faculty press scales and student press 
scales. Thistlethwaite’s purpose was to identify items and 
item combinations which were related to a criterion index— 
namely, the institutions’ productivity of future doctorates in 
the natural sciences, and in the arts, humanities, and social 

1(116 ^1* of item used was similar to those in the 
CCi. The purpose, however, was not to describe the general 
environment, but rather those aspects of the environment 
that arc related to scholarly productivity. Scales similar to 
some of Thistlethwaite’s were also used in a study of the 
Carnegie Tech environment (Kirk, 1965). 

A different way of characterizing environments is to char- 
actenze the type of people who live in them. Striking differ- 
ences between institutions in the mean scores of entering 
freshmen on the American Council on Education Psycho- 
logical Examination were reported by Darley (19621. The 
Cornell values study (Goldsen and others, I960) revealed 
large differences between the student bodies at eleven uni- 
versities in educational values, with 80% of the students at 
one school indicating that vocational training was their main 
goal compared with only 30% of the students at another 
school. Even within the restricted range of medical schools 
Gee and Glazer (1958) found large differences not only in 
aptitude but also in value orientation as measured by the 
Allport-Vernon-Undzey Study of Values. McConnell and 
Heist (1962) ate an example of two liberal arts colleges 
whose entering classes were alike in scholastic aptitude but 
distinctly different in many of the traits measured by the 
Omnibus Personality Inventory. The implication of these 
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studies is that the atmosphere of a college may largely be 
determined by the types of students who enroll in it 
The Environmental Assessment Technique, or EAT (As- 
tin and Holland, 1961), is based on this proposition. EAT 
assumes that the college environment or atmosphere is a 
product of its size, flic average intelligence of students, and 
the personal characteristics of the students. Holland’s Vo- 
cational Preference Inventory classified occupations into six 
categories related to personality characteristics: realistic, in- 
tellectual, social, conventional, enterprising, and artistic. A 
person s vocational choice i$ really a kind of personality test, 
since there are typical personality differences between oc- 
cupational categories. Extending this empirically validated 
proposition to college students, who are not yet in occupa- 
tions, requires only that one regard the student’s major field 
of study as a forerunner of his later occupation. Then, bv 
classifying major academic fields into the same six types that 
occupations have been classified, and noting what proportions 
of students at a given college are majoring in these subjects, 
one can characterize the environment as being predominantly 
enterprising, conventional, artistic, etc., as the case may be. 
The virtue of this approach is that one can get all the neces- 
sary information from public sources. Astin (1965a) demon- 
strated this by publishing standard scores on each of the 
eight EAT variables for all of the 1,000 or so accredited four- 
year colleges and universities. 

Another approach based on the assumption that students 
make the college is the typology of student subcultures de- 
scribed by Trow (1960) and used by Educational Testing 
Service in its College Student Questionnaire (Peterson, 1965) . 
Impressions gained by Clark and Trow from visiting several 
campuses and from observing and interviewing students led 
them to speculate that there were four main types of campus 
subcultures — vocational, collegiate, academic, and noncon- 
formist In the ETS questionnaire the characteristic values 
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and orientations of each of these subcultures are presented to 
students in brief paragraph descriptions; and the student is 
aslccd to indicate which description comes closest to reflect- 
ing his values and interests, which come next closest, etc. 
The institutional atmosphere can be characterized by the 
proportion of students identifying themselves with each of 
these four value patterns. 

A third question which has guided the study of college 
environments is: what demographic characteristics docs the 
environment have? One of Astin's studies (1962a) illustrates 
this. He looked up some 33 pieces of information obtainable 
from directories or other public sources — such as size, form 
of control, proportion of men and women in the student 
body, number of fields in which degrees are offered, faculty- 
student ratio, percent of PhDs on the faculty, size of oper- 
ating budget, ratio of library size to enrollment. From a 
factor analysis of these data on about 300 schools, he identi- 
fied five factors which he called affluence, size, masculinity, 
homogeneity of offerings, and technical emphasis. A similar 
study (Richards, 1965) of junior colleges identified a some- 
what different set of factors — cultural affluence, technological 
specialization, size, age, transfer emphasis, and business orien- 
tation. There appears to be no particular theory which under- 
lies this type of approach. 

The fourth guiding question is: how do people behave in 
the environment? ' Becker and others (1961) through ex- 
tended participant observation in the Kansas Medical School 
viewed the student culture as illustrating a set of perspectives 
and responses to commonly perceived environmental pres- 
sures. In a subsequent study of general undergraduate life 
at the University of Kansas, Becker (1963) reported that pre- 
freshmen had very hazy perspectives. As they moved through 
the freshman year, however, they came to define college as 
a place in which one demonstrated that he has become a 
mature adult This is demonstrated by being successful; and 
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success, in turn, is defined as earning acceptable grades, mak- 
ing friends, and participating in campus activities and or- 
ganizations. How students behave on the campus is seen as 
a response to these perspectives about the institution. 

As part of a larger study in which objectively observable 
behavior is the focus of inquiry, Astin (1965b) reported an 
analysis of classroom environments. He asked students to 
report a^jut their own behavior and that of their instructors, 
using such items as the following: the instructor encouraged 
discussion; I was in the instructor’s office one or more times; 
students had assigned scats; the instructor called students by 
their first names; I took notes regularly; w r c sometimes had 
unannounced quizzes. The results showed that there wire 
systematic differences in classroom environments among vari- 
ous fields of studv. 

«/ 

Within certain limits, no one methodology or measuring 
device is logically or empirically superior to all others. More- 
over, a comparison of existing devices with Barton’s analysis 
(1961) of organizational measurement suggests that much 
more needs to be measured. Some current approaches, how- 
ever, are broader or more direct than others. The factoring 
of an assortment of demographic characteristics is probably 
the farthest removed from being a direct measure of what 
impinges upon the life of the students. The approaches 
which emphasize student characteristics have the limiting 
assumption that the character of the environment is largely 
determined by the character of the people who inhabit it. 
This is partly true, but it is not the whole truth. The EAT 
assumes that the choice of a major field of study produces 
the same sort of personality differentiations as the choice of 
an occupation, an assumption which may be considerably 
less valid for many women libera] arts students than it is for 
vocationally oriented men. In another sense, EAT is based 
on the proposition that the character of the environment is 
largely determined by the breadth of curricular offerings in 
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the college. Measures based on the collective perception of 
students or on observable student behavior appear to be the 
most direct These two direct approaches arc also comple- 
mentary. The work bv Becker and his colleagues (1963) 
illustrates this interrelationship. His basic data are directly 
observed events and behavior, but these data arc given mean- 
ing and significance by showing that much of the behavior 
is a response to collectively perceived environmental or insti- 
tutional demands. 



Major Dimensions of Environment 

Despite differences in approach, strategy 7 , and assumptions, 
and despite differences in item content, there appear to be 
some general similarities in the results that have been ob- 
tained. These similarities can be regarded as major dimen- 
sions along which college environments differ. All the in- 
vestigations find some kind of an intellectual or scholarly 
dimension — indicat'd by perceived environmental press for 
academic achievement, or scholarship, intellectual orienta- 
tion of students, academic selectivity of the institution, the 
importance of getting acceptable grades. Many of the studies 
also find a variable which appears similar to the Awareness 
scale on CUES, a variable which is also intellectual in its 
general character but which emphasizes humanistic and 
esthetic matters — for example, self-expression, humanistic- 
intellectual press, artistic orientation. Most of the investi- 
gations also find a vocational or pragmatic or instrumental 
variable— for example, vocational climate, faculty press for 
vocationalism and compliance, vocational student culture, 
realistic emphasis. To some extent this appears to be an 
opposite of the scholarship dimension. But there is also 
associated with this variable in some of the studies a mixture 
of collegiate and bureaucratic elements — for example, play, 
student camaraderie, press for status, collegiate student cul- 
ture, the importance of student activities, and the sheer size 
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of the institution. Many of the studies also produce a dimen- 
sion similar to the Community scale in CUES — friendli- 
ness, faculty affiliation, social orientation, small size, and the 
importance of malting friends. To some extent there appears 
to be a dimension similar to the Propriety scale in CUES — 
suggested by such variables from other studies as social form, 
constraint, social conformity, age end tradition, and non- 
masculinity. 

Although different approaches and different questions 
produce somewhat different answer;, no approach has yet 
produced answers which arc contrary or opposite to those 
produced by other methods. Whether the environment is 
characterized by the collective perceptions of the students 
who live in it, or whether it is described by information 
about student behavior, student characteristics, the emphasis 
in the college curriculum, or other factors such as size, se- 
lectivity, and financial resources, the results are generally con- 
gruent In general, the degree of similarity which one might 
reasonably expect between the measures are expressed by 
correlations ranging from the low .30s to the high .60s. 

Illustrative Conclusions 

What has been demonstrated up to this point is that col- 
lege environments differ greatly from one another in many 
measurable characteristics. These differences in environments 
are at least as great as the differences between student 
bodies. Moreover, the accumulated results indicate clearly 
that the common classifications of institutions maslc a great 
deal of diversity. For example, liberal arts colleges, as a class, 
run the gamut from top to bottom scores on all five of the 
dimensions measured by CUES. At the same time, recent 
analyses of CUES scores from a national assortment of 100 
institutions show that there are groups of institutions which 
tend to have quite similar profiles. Highly selective liberal 
arts colleges, private nonsectarian, typically have very high 
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scores on Scholarship and Awareness, very low scores on 
Practicality, and substantially above average scores on Com- 
munity and Propriety. Highly selective universities, public 
and private, also typically have very high scores on Scholar- 
ship and Awareness, and very low scores on Practicality; but 
they have very low scores on Community and Propriety. 
Colleges of Engineering and Sciences typically have very 1 high 
scores on Scholarship, and typically low or below average 
scores on all the other scales. State colleges, as distinguished 
from more comprehensive universities, tend to have low 
scores on Scholarship, Awareness, and Community, about 
average scores on Propriety, and high scores on Practicality. 
Junior colleges tend to have low scores on Scholarship, 
Awareness, average scores on Community, and above aver- 
age scores on Propriety and Practicality. Strongly denomi- 
national colleges have very high scores on both Community 
and Propriety. Having identified certain clusters of homo- 
geneity within the wide diversity of institutions, we have not 
yet gone on to see whether there might be any common 
organizational characteristics associated with any of these 
homogeneous clusters. 

Another conclusion which might be drawn from many of 
the college studies, although it has not been emphasized in 
the literature, is that many pieces of the college environment 
fit together in ways which do not correspond to common 
organizational categories. For example, one might think that 
independent study programs and honors programs were aca- 
demic matters; but they are not entirely so, for their ob- 
jectives are not likely to be attained unless many other pieces 
of the college environment are supportive. Kow can one 
foster independence and responsibility in icV >rship. if, at 
the same time, students cannot help themselves to books in 
the library stacks, if student organizations are closely super- 
vised to guard against mistakes, if fraternities and sororities 
have "study hours,” if dormitories have curfews, if student 
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newspapers are censored, if in most classes professors take 
attendance and give frequent tests? In other words, class- 
room practices, student personnel policies, library rules, peer 
group activities, all of which arc organizationally separate, arc 
nevertheless functionally related; and the extent to which 
they produce a congruent and cumulative environmental 
press is crucial for the attainment of a particular objective. 

In one of my own studies a few years ago (Pace, 1964) 
I developed a test called the CCA (College Characteristics 
Analysis) in which the content of the items was system- 
atically determined as described earlier in this paper. Each 
content category was represented by the same number of 
items. In this way one could examine how an institution 
got its scores: a Practicality press score of 20, for example, 
might in one school consist of 16 items reflecting Student 
sources of press, and 2 each reflecting Administrative and 
Faculty sources of press; whereas in another school, a score 
of 20 might be composed of 10 Student items, 10 Adminis- 
trative items, and no Faculty items. In the first case one 
might say that the administration and the faculty were work- 
ing together to reduce (or at least not to support) the 
Practicality press of the school. In the other case, one might 
say that the administration and the students were mutually 
supportive in maintaining a Practicality press in opposition 
to the faculty. More analyses of this kind might be fruitful. 

Some New Directions 

Future studies of college environments and colleges as or- 
ganizations need to examine new dimensions and explore 
new directions. So far as theory and concepts are concerned, 
my own past studies and those of Holland, Astin, Thistle- 
thwaite, and Stem have gone about as far as they are likely 
to go; although a good vivul more will continue to be learned 
from applying the instruments that have been produced. 1 
would not presume to say where research and theorizing 
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ought to go, but there are some lines of inquiry that impress 
me as well worth following. 

The recent booh. College Peer Groups , edited by New- 
comb and Wilson (1966), has two chapters which I think 
arc especially s ugge stive: one by Clark and Trow on The 
Organizational Context,” and one by Rossi on “Research 
Strategics in Measuring Peer Group Influences. I mention 
this simply to comment that the study of subcultures and 
subenvironments is a significant and enriching counterpart 
to the study of total environments. In addition to student 
cultures wc should be studring faculty cultures and adminis- 
trative cultures. 

If our concept of environments is mainly one of inter- 
personal relations, then various notions from role theories 
arc relevant. Leonard Baird’s doctoral dissertation (1966) 
at UCLA, Role Stress in Graduate Students , is an excellent 
example of using role theories in understanding stress and 
performance in the graduate school environment Part of 
the rnedel for Baird’s research came from the significant 
work of Kahn and others (1964) in the study of industrial 
organizations. 

Whether one uses role theories or some other point of 
departure, it should be possible to characterize major pat- 
terns of student group associations, for these obviously in- 
fluence the extent to which various educational goals are 
attained. 

There are many other dimensions along which colleges 
and universities might be described: for example, variety 
and innovation in teaching modes, flexibility vs. rigidity in 
curricula and academic requirements, centralization vs. au- 
tonomy in organization, modes of internal communication 
among major segments of the institution, institutional ano- 
nymity vs. belongingness, and instiutional morale. 

It may be useful to re-examine many of the common de- 
scriptive statistics which institutional research offices iou- 
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tinely collect and which are often reported in educational 
directories — such as faculty-student ratio, ratio of men to ' 
women, ratio of graduate to undergraduate students, ratio of 
part-time to full-time students, percent of PhDs on the fac- 
ulty, dollars per student spent on the library, class size, costs 
per credit hour, withdrawals and transfers. It is possible that 
some or many of these bits of information can and should 
be thought of as “test items” rather than as more generally 
meaningful indexes, and that some of them might be com- 
bined to form more useful characterizations. Moreover, there 
is surely a need to examine their relevance to the effective- 
ness of instructional programs. Many colleges may know 
that the faculty-student ratio, for example, is going up or 
going down, as the case may be, and that this has some 
connection with costs per student credit hour; but they rarely, 
if ever, have known whether there is any connection with 
the criterion of instructional effectiveness. 

The development of better criterion measures is essential. 

It seems to me, at any rate, that organizational arrangements 
or indeed any sort of organized programs are meant to serve 
reasonably definable purposes. If w r e are ultimately to judge 
the goodness of organizational climates, the effectiveness of 
instructional programs, or any other institutional character- 
istic, we will have to develop better criterion measures of the 
multiple purposes of such organizations and programs. 

Content and Approach in the General Study 
of Environments 

Partly because theory is not explicit enough to prescribe 
what ought to be studied about environments in general, or 
about particular types of environments, the problem of decid- 
ing on the content of inquiry has no sure solution. The 
problem can, of course, be approached pragmatically, in- 
formed by broad knowledge about the situation to be studied 
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and familiarity with the relevant literature. S. B. Sells' list* 
of suggested categories provides a useful guide line for con- 
sidering what hinds of content might be included. Many of 
the content categories I have used in writing items about 
college environments can be classified under Sells' categories. 
Given some such general guide line, one can develop a list 
of many specifics, or elements, or items which might be 
worth observing and tabulating. Having collected these spe- 
cific data — demographic, perceptual, behavioral, etc. — from 
a sample of environments, one then can determine how 
these elements are combined to form variables or dimen- 
sions. And finally, examining how various organizations or 
environments “score" on these larger variables or measures, 
one can identify major types — patterns, profiles — of en- 
vironments. This general sequence — from elements, to vari- 
ables, to types — is similar to the approach of empirical 
psychologists interested in individual differences and per- 
sonality. One begins with many specific observations: physi- 
cal facts, abilities, shills, attitudes, values, interests, appreci- 
ations, activities; many of these specific facts or elements 
about individuals are related, so that, by various methods of 
data reduction, they can be combined to produce measures 
of traits or general characteristics; and finally, when traits 
are arranged in different patterns, one ends with the identi- 
fication of different personality types. 

This sequence of inquiry is applicable whether one chooses 
to looh at the group environment of large businesses or the 
individual environment of one eleven-year-old boy in a small 
Kansas town. Beginning with the environment of an indi- 
vidual, as Herbert Wright does, one could go on to looh 
for similarities in the environments of different individuals, 
and of individuals in different communities. Conceivably, 
the major dimensions and types that would emerge from 
extending Wright's approach to larger aggregates of indi- 

* See Sells’ paper in this volume. 
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viduals might resemble in many ways the dimensions and 
types that would emerge from a quite different starting point. 
In the studies of college environments, we have found a recog- 
nizable similarity in major variables and types, whether the 
starting point was demographic items, or collective percep- 
tions, or aggregates of personal characteristics and behavior. 

At several points in this paper I have referred to the im- 
portance of criterion measures in the studv of organizations 
Hie general approach described above, however, is not cri- 
terion-based; it is, rather, eclectic and comprehensive. If one 
approaches the task of characterizing environments in re- 
lation to some criterion measure, the resulting characteriza- 
tions will be limited to those aspects of the environment 
related to the criterion, and other perhaps cquallv significant 
aspects of the environment in general will be by-passed. But, 
having followed a more comprehensive strategy which at- 
tempts to encompass an initially varied set of observations, 
and having subsequently identified significant dimensions 
and types, one can then introduce any number of criterion 
questions. For example, if a criterion is the production of 
scholars, using the percent of graduating seniors who enter 
graduate school and eventually obtain PhDs as an index of 
this criterion, we can then determine what aspects of the 
environment and what combinations of environmental char- 
acteristics are related to high productivity of scholars. The 
word climate” seems most appropriate as the label for this 
type of inquiry— namely as the particular combination of 
characteristics associated with a criterion or a product' the 
climate for research, the climate for profit, the climate for 
innovation, the climate for happiness, the climate for learn- 
mg, or the climate for productivity. 
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